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Drug Court Process Evaluation

Introduction

The lowa Consortium for Substance Abuse Research and Evaluation conducted
a process evaluation in 2007 on the seven adult and juvenile drug courts existing
in lowa in 2003. (A list of adult and juvenile drug courts established in lowa from
2004 through 2007 appears in the appendix.) The drug courts evaluated in this
study differ on several important factors, including the judicial supervision model
used, resources available, and the severity level of clients served. The divergent
resources and clients should be considered when comparing outcomes across
courts. Section 1 provides an overview of each drug court included in this study.

Two sets of criteria inform this process evaluation. The first is a landmark study
of drug courts conducted by researcher Dr. Sally Satel (1998). Dr. Satel
identified seventeen interactional and environmental variables that characterize
drug courts, with an emphasis on the judge-client relationship. Section Il of this
report outlines Satel’s criteria and provides a comparison of each drug court
using those variables. The second body of work is the 10 Key Components of
Drug Courts defined by the National Association of Drug Court Professionals
(NADCP) and the U.S. Department of Justice (1997). Section Ill outlines the 10
Key Components and how each drug court meets these benchmarks.

Instruments and Methodology

The lowa Consortium for Substance Abuse Research and Evaluation
(Consortium) contacted Dr. Satel regarding data collection instruments and
operational definitions of the variables identified in her study. After
communications with Dr. Satel, the Consortium staff developed operational
definitions of the Satel criteria and measurement and created an instrument for
recording courtroom observations. Some variables were expanded to collect
more detailed data on certain aspects of drug court processes. Staff from the
lowa Department of Human Rights, Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice
Planning developed lists of interview questions to guide the process evaluation.
The Consortium used these questions to create team member, administrator and
judge interview questionnaires. Copies of the Satel variable definitions and
scales, observation instrument and interview questionnaires appear in the
appendix.

Evaluation methodology included observations of drug court proceedings (also
called status reviews or status hearings); observations of client staffings, which
are meetings held prior to status review hearings where drug court team
members discuss client progress, determine issues to address with clients and
sanctions or rewards to be administered; and interviews with drug court team
members, including drug court officers and supervisors, county attorneys, public
defenders, treatment agency liaisons, community panel volunteers and judges.



Terminology
Explanations of drug court, substance abuse, and treatment related terms used
in this report are provided here:

“Client” refers to offenders who are enrolled in drug court programs.
“UA” or urinalysis is a common method of drug testing, in which clients
provide a urine sample for testing.

e “Drop” refers to the process by which staff monitors and collects the urine
specimen from the client.

“Using” or “use” refers to the intake of alcohol or drugs.

“Clean” usually refers to being free of illicit drug use and “sober” to being
free of alcohol use; however these two terms may be used
interchangeably.

e “TASC Officer” is a drug court team member employed by the corrections
department or a substance abuse treatment agency who coordinates
substance abuse treatment services for offenders. TASC is an acronym
that originally referred to Treatment Alternatives to Street Crimes, but now
refers to Treatment Accountability for Safer Communities.

e  “Drug Court Officer” (or DCO) is the title used in some drug courts for the
probation/parole officers who supervise drug court clients. While not all
drug courts in this study use this title, the authors uses this term to refer to
all probation/parole officers working in drug courts to distinguish them from
criminal court officers.

e “Status review hearing” is the regularly occurring drug court hearing in
which clients appear in front of the panel or judge to discuss their
progress. The hearings may also be referred to in this report as “court
sessions,” or “panel sessions” for community panel model courts.

e “Staffing” is a meeting of drug court team members that occurs before
each status review hearing, where staff discusses client progress,
identifies issues and questions to discuss with clients during the hearing,
and determines sanctions and rewards to administer.

e “Revocation,” or being revoked, means that a client on probation or parole
is stripped of that status and is sent to jail or prison.

e “AA’” refers to Alcoholics Anonymous, a world-wide recovery support
group for alcoholics and addicts.

e “NA” refers to Narcotics Anonymous, a recovery support group for drug
addicts.

e “Al-Anon” is a recovery support group for family members and friends of
alcoholics and addicts. “12 Step Group” may refer to any of the recovery
groups mentioned here or to specific meetings of those groups where the
twelve steps of recovery are the exclusive focus.



I. Overview of Drug Courts Included in this Study

lowa’s drug courts follow one of two models of judicial supervision: the
community panel model or the judge model. The panel model drug courts
included in this study are the Cerro Gordo County Community Drug Court,
serving adults and the Marshall County Community and Woodbury County Drug
Courts, serving adults and juveniles. The judge model drug courts included in
this study are the Polk County Intensive Supervision Adult (ISP) Drug Court, Polk
County Juvenile Drug Court, as well as the 4™ Judicial District (located in
Pottawattamie County) and Scott County Intensive Supervision Program (ISP)
Drug Courts, both serving adults. It is important to note that differences identified
in this process evaluation highlight an element of non-comparability between the
drug courts that should be taken into consideration when attempting to compare
outcomes across courts.

Community Panel Model Courts

Community panel model courts use trained community volunteers rather than
judges to conduct regular status review hearings. Some panel courts conduct
status review hearings in a courtroom; others conduct reviews in conference
rooms at a residential correctional facility. Panels are endowed with authority to
administer numerous sanctions and rewards. A district court judge is appointed
to the drug court program, but in most cases clients appear before the judge only
when referred by the panel. Clients must go before the judge when the panel
recommends the client serve extended jail time or that the client’s probation or
parole status be revoked and he/she be sent to prison. Panels in most cases
can request that a client be sent to jail for one to three days without seeing the
judge. The drug court officer contacts the judge by phone to obtain his/her
agreement and the judge issues the order. Appearance before the judge can
itself serve as a sanction and is occasionally used as a last step before jail time.

The number and type of drug court team members present at the hearings varies
by drug court. However, attorneys (private, prosecuting, or defense) generally do
not participate in staffings or status review hearings in panel model courts, and
there is no court reporter present. The involvement of attorneys in panel model
courts is further discussed in Section Ill, Key Component 2.

Panel model courts utilize four to eight panels, each typically consisting of four to
six volunteers. Panels serve on a rotational basis, with each individual panel
typically serving once per month. Each client is assigned to one panel that
becomes his/her “home” panel. In some drug courts, clients see only their home
panel for status reviews unless the home panel orders them to see additional
panels. In others, clients see all panels on a rotating basis, with the home panel
having final decision-making authority regarding significant sanctions such as
brief jail stays or a demotion in program phase, and rewards such as advancing
to the next phase or graduating from the program.



Panel volunteers are members of the larger community and represent various
community sectors. The following is a partial list of professions and roles of
panelists serving lowa’s drug courts, and demonstrates the diversity of
volunteers interested in helping clients succeed: teacher, principal, small
business owner, doctor, nurse, barber, retired airline operations manager, human
service worker, computer technician, newspaper reporter, farmer, tattoo artist,
motorcycle mechanic, auto dealer, and homemaker. Several panelists also
identify themselves as recovering addicts and alcoholics.

Volunteers are recruited by drug court staff and/or oversight committee members
through various methods. A drug court staff member screens potential
volunteers. In most cases the drug court administrator or lead drug court officer
assumes this duty. Initial panel training protocols vary across courts, but all
panel courts provide periodic training updates for panel volunteers. Drug court
and treatment agency staff members and judges typically conduct the panel
training sessions and may invite representatives from other agencies and
organizations to give presentations, such as Court Appointed Special Advocates
or members of Alcoholics Anonymous or Al-Anon.

Judge Model Courts

Judge model courts use a traditional authority structure similar to that of criminal
courts. A judge presides over status reviews hearings, with clients appearing
before the judge on a regular basis in a courtroom. Public defenders and
prosecuting attorneys participate in judge-model status review hearings. In rare
cases, a client has a private attorney who is present for status review hearings if
the client may be sentenced to jail or if his/her probation or parole status may be
revoked. The public defender’s and prosecutor’s roles in drug court differ
somewhat from their roles in criminal court, however. Their “focus is on the
participant’s recovery and law-abiding behavior — not on the merits of the
pending case.” (Department of Justice, 1997, p.3)

Most other members of the drug court team, including drug court officers and
TASC Officers or treatment liaisons also participate in the hearings. While the
judge is the central authority figure, drug court team members in the courts
reviewed here have significant input into the issues to be addressed with clients
in court and the sanctions and rewards to be administered. Judges typically ask
for input from the attorneys and other drug court team members during the status
review hearings, and team members often direct their comments to the clients
themselves.

Judges serve limited terms in all but one of the judge model courts reviewed for
this study. Judges in the Polk County Adult and Scott County Intensive
Supervision Program Drug Courts serve the court on 2-year rotations. Sixteen
district court judges fill the rotation schedule for the Polk County court. Judge



Bobbi Alpers, who currently presides over the Scott County court, is the chief
judge of the district and will appoint a judge to replace her when her two-year
term is completed. In the 4" Judicial District court, six district court judges serve
the drug court on a monthly rotation.

Advantages and Disadvantages of the Models

Panel Model

A commonly noted advantage of panel model drug courts over judge model
courts is the reduction of burden on the judicial system and the resulting
reduction in costs. Panel model courts generally require much less judge time
than do traditional model drug courts, and therefore fewer taxpayer dollars. In
the courts evaluated in this study, judges in panel model courts average less
than one hour per week on drug court work, whereas judges in most of the
traditional model drug courts work five to sixteen hours per week on drug court
cases.

Panel model drug courts also may provide some advantages for clients and the
community. First, community panels may provide clients with a sense that the
community has a watchful eye on them. Clients understand that they are directly
accountable to community members, not just to the judicial system. The
presence of volunteers from the community also may provide clients with a sense
that members of the community care about them and take a personal interest in
their well-being. Drug court staff members at all three panel model courts
reported that clients tell staff they don’t want to disappoint the panel and that they
feel bad when they let the panel down. Clients believe these community
volunteers devote their time and energy to helping clients succeed because they
care, not because “it’s their job.” This sense of accountability to and support
from the community also may continue long after the client has left the drug court
program.

Having multiple panel members provides a variety of perspectives and may vyield
more unique and creative approaches to help clients succeed. If one or two
panel members are unable to communicate their message to a client in a way he
or she will understand or accept, another panel member often is able to do so.
Individuals from different backgrounds and walks of life telling clients the same
thing also may have a greater impact than a single person giving that feedback.
Panelists also occasionally have outside information about clients that the drug
court staff does not have through contacts at school or with the recovery
community.

Direct involvement in drug courts also gives community members insight into the
problems substance abusing offenders deal with and the obstacles they face in
achieving sobriety and becoming productive members of the community.



Staff members state that the main disadvantage of panel model courts is the
absence of a firm authority figure. However, panels can require clients to go
before a judge when needed. Staff members also report that clients missing
panel review sessions is an extremely rare occurrence, suggesting that clients do
take the authority of the panels seriously. Another disadvantage is that
recruitment, training, and coordinating of volunteer panels is a time-consuming
process for which coordinators feel they do not have optimal time. Drug court
team members reported other disadvantages, but those appeared to be unique
to their particular courts or easily remedied by training or procedure changes
rather than being inherent in the model itself. These include panels not clearly
understanding the seriousness of offenders with criminal mindsets, panels not
gathering information from clients that is pertinent for drug court officers to know,
inconsistencies between panels in administering sanctions and rewards, and
insufficient communication between panels about specific clients.

Judge Model
A primary advantage of the judge model is the presence of the traditional

authority figure. Clients have frequent contact with the judge and must inform
him or her of their progress and slips at each status review hearing. Team
members who closely monitor the clients’ activities can confirm or dispute clients’
stories, which may serve to increase the clients’ honesty with the judge. Staff
members of judge model courts believe that the ongoing presence of a judge
who cares about clients’ well being, is knowledgeable about addiction and
recovery, and who knows when clients need a “firm hand of authority” is the most
influential factor in effecting positive client outcomes.

Another advantage of the judge model is the immediacy of higher level sanctions.
Judges immediately and directly administer sanctions such as demotion to a
lower phase of the program or a jail sentence. Clients do not need to wait for
confirmation from their home panel, receive indirect orders from a judge via the
drug court officer, or wait until the judge can see them in court. In addition, drug
court staff indicates that most clients have never experienced or expected praise
and compliments from a judge, and that this is also a powerful positive influence
on clients.

In light of the information provided about panel model advantages, it appears that
the main disadvantage of the judge model may be the lack of community
presence in the drug court. While a key objective of the judicial system is to
protect the best interests of the community, judge model courts may not provide
the concrete, direct sense of accountability to the community that panel courts
provide. They also may not provide the sense of caring and support from the
community. Most other disadvantages of judge model courts mentioned by staff
appear to be situational. Judges who are not familiar with addiction and
recovery, who are not supportive of the drug court philosophy or the team
approach, or who do not demonstrate concern for clients’ well-being may reduce
the effectiveness of the drug court team and decrease client motivation.



The judge rotation schedule also may affect outcomes. In courts where judges
rotate frequently, judges may not have sufficient time to get to know the clients
well and develop rapport with them. Even with longer rotation cycles, judges
have different personalities and different approaches, which may create
inconsistencies or be confusing to clients. A staff person at one court reported
that judges coming into drug court from the criminal court that hears drug cases
often seem less tolerant, less therapy-oriented, and tougher on clients than those
coming from other court rotations. However, judges entering the probation
revocation court rotation after serving the drug court seem to refer more
offenders to drug court in order to avoid revocation.

As can be seen from the above discussion, each model has some unique
advantages and disadvantages. It should be noted, however, that this evaluator
observed panel model courts that provided a firm authoritarian atmosphere, and
judge model courts where the atmosphere and interactions were clearly caring
and therapeutic. It appears that the guiding philosophy and personalities of the
panelists, judges and team members may be more salient variables than the
model itself in characterizing the courts and affecting client outcomes.

Individual Drug Court Overviews

Table 1 provides a simple overview of the drug courts evaluated in this study.
Information in this table regarding the frequency of meetings with drug court
officers and status review hearings is reported as a range from highest frequency
(for clients in early phases of the program) to lowest frequency (for clients in the
last phase of the program). The narrative following the table provides important
additional details about most factors listed in the table such as types of offenders
served, other substances commonly used, and other staff members who have
regular contact with clients. Copies of documents outlining program rules and
regulations for each drug court may be found in the appendix.



Table 1. Overview of lowa Drug Courts in Existence in 2003 (continued on next page)

Drug Court
Panel Model Judge Model
Marshall Woodbury Polk 4™ Judicial
Cerro Gordo Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile District Scott
Catchment Area 1 1 9 1
(No. of Counties/Total 46,447 39,311 103,877 374,601 189,361 158,668
Population)
Total Caseload 20 10 10 75 35 68 30 50 28
(average)
Juveniles
Convicted Iewelltlhcﬁgg e Convicted (Fc:;r\r/]iiigj ofll‘::rlw(()jr;)r/s Juveniles Convicted Repeat
high-risk Repeat 9 d 9 offenders with : i ol t’ with any offenders, P ted
offenders; offenders an misdemeanors juvenre pre-piea to legal mostly convicte
those with headed for substance =2yrto offenders post- charge and felonies offenders
felonies take prison and abuse felonies = needing conviction, substance | with prima;ry headed for
o issues who substance | with primary prison and
priority over parolees need 5-10yr abuse drug gbuse drug parolees
Target Population misdemeanors increased sentences treatment problems Issues problems
supervision
1+
Number of Drug Court 1 5 1 2 3.5 2 3 case 2 2
Officers managers
. . . Two to four
At least \éVeekl){r:or Three tlmlt(as At loast bi. Twice Ip()er Three tlmlfs times per Weekly Two to
weekly montns, per wee east ol week per wee month; decreasing three
decreasing to then every | decreasing weekly to decreasing decreasing case mgrs - | to every two | times per
F . 2 weeks at | to once per monthly to once per | to twice per .
requency of Meetings every 2 weeks e daily weeks week
. . minimum week week. month
with Drug Court Officer contact
Frequency of Drug 2x/wk 7x/mo 3x/wk 2x/wk 2x/wk 2x/wk 3x/wk 3x/wk 2x/wk
Testing (Max. Average)
Panel -
weekly Monthlv: more Monthly; Weekly to Weekly to Weekly to Weekly to
Every 4 weeks Weekly Judge - ny: more if every 5 every 3to 4 every 4 every 4
if needed
Frequency of Status every 2 needed weeks weeks weeks weeks
Reviews weeks
Program Length
(minimum 7/16 12/22 12/18 12/16 12/14 16/20 6/9 12/ 21 18/24
requirement/average
time to completion* in
months)

*Note: the average length of time to completion is an estimate based on staff reports, not a statistical calculation based on actual data.
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Table 1. Overview of lowa Drug Courts in Existence in 2003 (continued from previous page)

Drug Court
Panel Model Judge Model
Marshall Woodbury Polk 4" Judicial
Cerro Gordo Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile District Scott
'\4;[2;%3 wg:g;%e Marijuana Marijuana Marijuana l\rﬁlgttgriﬁla Alcohol l\rﬁlgttgriﬁla Crack cocaine
Main Substance P P P P
Used
Post- Post-Adjudication Post- Mainly Post- P'g(;;?d P'g(;;?d Post- Post-
Adjudication Model Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication
Frequency of Judge No Rotation No Rotation No Rotation No Rotation No Rotation 2 Year No Rotation Monthly 2 year
Rotation
) <1 hr/week <1 hr/ 3 hrs/month 1 hr/week <1 hr/ 8 hrs/week 13 hrs/week <1 hr/week 5 hrs/
Judge Time on Court month month week
Number of Paid 3 full-time
Staff (drug court 1 5 1 2 3.5 3 part-time 4 3.5 2
funds)
4 3 1440 Several (see
Number of Additional + 16 . ; narrative) 2 3 7 4
Team Members panelists + 40 panelists panelists + 40 panelists
Community Honesty, Family, GED if No Honesty,
Honesty Involvement, Family Healthy School Diploma Full-time Job
Key Program N School or - . Education, ; . ’ )
. Community Relationships, Relationships, Extracur- Prohibits or School,
Requirements or Job, Employment . .
. Involvement School or Job Community ricular New Re- Approved
Emphases Approved . L . ) .
. Service Activities lationships Residence
Residence
Client Fraternization | Case-Specific Case-Specific Case-Specific Encouraged S(;aeiﬁi-c Prohibited Encouraged
Policy
. Education 12-Step Study, . . Voluntary
Drag Gon None Life skills | _groups for -} School, In- A Faarastonl | Aumni Faith-based
Special 9 all probation home Skill- roup, . Group Group for
Aftercare . o Family Group Outings
Programs/Groups clients Building Females
More time Mentoring Program, Seamless Transition to Adult Serve more SA Dedicated Community
with clients, Seamless Transition between Drug Ct, offenders, Services, Judge, Post- Resources,
Main Staff-ldentified increased Juvenile and Adult Drug Community-based MH and reach Family Grad. Increased
Needs drug testing Court SA Services minorities Therapy Follow-up Funding
All Clients — Case- Not
Supervision after length is Extended o Extended Brief Extended None Case-specific
. - specific Generally
Completion case-specific

**In addition to treatment, recovery support activities, and remaining crime-free.




Cerro Gordo County Community Drug Court

Date of Inception
April, 2001.

Planning Process

In 2000, lowa’s then-governor, Tom Vilsack, initiated an expansion of drug courts
in the state. The director of the Governor’s Office of Drug Control Policy and the
director of the 2™ Judicial District convened a planning committee to oversee the
establishment of new drug courts in the district. Committee members included the
2" District Director, County Attorney, Public Defender, Juvenile Court Services
representatives, the Executive Director and a staff member of Prairie Ridge
Addiction Treatment Services, a Court Administrator, and a District Court Judge.
Cerro Gordo and Marshall Counties were selected based on assessed need.
However, judges in both counties indicated they did not have room in their
schedules to add drug court hearings. The panel model used by the Woodbury
County Drug Court was reviewed and deemed appropriate for Cerro Gordo
County. Juveniles were not included in the Cerro Gordo County Drug Court plan
due to the limited capacity of juvenile court services at that time.

Funding Sources

Initial funding for the Cerro Gordo County and Marshall County Drug Courts came
to the state through a federal Byrne grant that was appropriated through the state
legislature in 2000. The legislature withdrew the appropriation in 2001. Both
courts received a four-year grant through the lowa Office of Drug Control Policy
that ran through June, 2005. The two drug courts then became part of the 2™
Judicial District budget through Healthy lowa tobacco settlement money. This
funding pays for a Drug Court Officer/Coordinator and a treatment contract in both
counties.

Catchment Area
Cerro Gordo County, lowa.

Staff Composition

The Drug Court Officer/Coordinator is the sole paid full time staff person. Other
members of the drug court team are the Probation Supervisor, the treatment
agency counselor/liaison (TASC Officer), panel members, District Court Judge
James Drew, and the Mentoring Program Coordinator. Judge Drew spends less
than 1 hour/week on drug court matters.

Panel Composition

Sixteen community volunteers comprise the four status review panels. Current
police officers and substance abuse counselors are not accepted as panel
volunteers due to potential conflicts of interest. A planning commission
subcommittee recruited and screened the first panel members. The Drug Court
Coordinator now recruits, screens, trains, and monitors the panels. Panel
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volunteers are asked to make a one to two year commitment; seven original
volunteers still serve on the panels.

Average Caseload

The average caseload is twenty clients, with twenty-four considered the maximum
caseload for this court. Clients in Phases | and Il see the drug court officer at least
weekly, and more often if needed. Clients in Phase Il may meet with the drug
court officer every other week if doing well, and often have an unscheduled home
visit in addition to the office visits. Those in Phase IV generally see the drug court
officer every other week. Clients doing very well may be reduced to once every
three weeks, but this increases again if there is any evidence of regression.

Target Population

The target population is high-risk offenders with substance abuse issues.
Offenders with felony charges are given priority over those with misdemeanors.
This population was chosen by the planning committee, based on research
indicating that the greatest return on investment is in helping high-risk offenders,
who would use the most resources if not treated, to change. Offenders with
assault charges initially were rejected; however those with assault charges but
without established patterns of abusiveness are now accepted. Individuals thought
to be professional criminals with no interest in changing and those who are
extremely abusive or have antisocial personality disorder are not accepted into the
program.

A significant percentage of these clients would be sentenced to prison if this drug
court program were unavailable. Prior to the existence of this drug court, these
types of offenders were placed on a traditional probation caseload but many of
them failed and were sent to prison.

Main Drugs of Abuse

Staff listed methamphetamine and marijuana as the first and second most
commonly used substances by offenders entering drug court. Staff varyingly listed
cocaine and alcohol as third most common.

Offender Status

Only offenders who have been tried and convicted are accepted. Some offenders
are accepted prior to sentencing. Clients who have successfully completed the
program remain on the drug court officer’'s caseload under regular probation
supervision for a period of time. That time period is dependent upon the client’s
initial charges and what the staff believes the client needs in order to attain
maximum benefits from probation.

Frequency of Staffing and Status Hearings

Status reviews, or panel sessions, occur on a weekly basis, alternating weekly
between midday sessions and evening sessions. These sessions are held in a
conference room at the residential correctional facility (RCF) in Mason City. One
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four- to five-member panel serves each week, with an average of five clients
reviewed per panel session. Client staffings occur immediately prior to the status
reviews. The Drug Court Officer, Treatment Liaison, Mentoring Coordinator, and
panel members attend staffings and status reviews.

Clients typically appear only before their home panel, and therefore undergo status
reviews every four weeks. In some situations, the panel recommends more
frequent appearances for a particular client. When the drug court program began,
clients in the first month of the program had weekly status reviews. This was
discontinued when the caseload increased. At the time of the evaluation interview,
the caseload had decreased again and the team was planning to re-institute
weekly reviews if the caseload remained low. This decrease was due to a large
number of clients (thirteen) graduating in the past year. Clients appear at the RCF
at their scheduled review time and wait to be called in for individual reviews.
Clients do not remain in the court room for other clients’ reviews.

Program Structure

The program consists of four phases and takes an average of fourteen to eighteen
months to complete. Several clients recently have completed the program in
twelve to thirteen months. The program has a seven-month minimum based on
the time requirements for each phase but it would be rare for a client to finish in
that period of time. Treatment and recovery are strongly emphasized; all clients
remain in treatment in some form throughout the program and after graduation.
Key requirements for program completion include letting go of substance using
friends and associations, avoiding places they used drugs or alcohol, and
developing new friendships and activities that support a clean, sober lifestyle. The
team also encourages clients to become involved in groups and activities that help
them feel they are an important part of the community. The team emphasizes the
importance of honesty in all aspects of the clients’ lives.

Team members indicate the main reasons for client failure are negative peer
associations and leisure activities, not staying with a support/recovery system, and
lack of readiness for change.

Drug court client fraternization generally is neither encouraged nor prohibited. If
clients are observed spending time together and appear to be regressing, the drug
court officer and panels will address the situation with those clients and negative
associations are discouraged or prohibited to the extent possible. Alternatively,
clients are encouraged to develop relationships with new non-using and pro-social
friends and associates. Other successful drug court clients may meet this
guideline, and those relationships are encouraged. Both situations are used as
teaching tools for clients to learn to make good choices about peer associations
and set effective boundaries once they finish the program.

The Cerro Gordo County Drug Court holds graduation ceremonies twice per year
in the courtroom with the judge presiding. Panel members, the drug court officer
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and the mentoring coordinator attend, and clients may invite family and significant
others. Graduates may give a speech if they wish. Clients receive a medallion the
drug court officer purchases from Hazelden, and a certificate signed by the judge.
Cake and beverages, provided and paid for by the drug court team, are served.

Other Programs or Groups Offered

A mentoring program was instituted one year after the inception of this drug court.
Mentoring is offered to all drug court clients but is not a required component of the
program. Clients may receive a mentor at any point in the program at the client’s
request. Clients are primarily matched one-on-one with a mentor; however, some
husband-wife teams mentor clients. The mentoring relationship continues as long
as the client and mentor want it, often lasting beyond the client’'s completion of the
drug court program. The Mentoring Program Coordinator attends staffings and
status reviews to become familiar with the clients so he can effectively match them
to mentors. He also develops relationships with potential mentors in order to
effectively screen them and match mentors with clients. The coordinator is a
missionary with On Common Ground Ministries, Inc., who has a local prison
ministry and oversees 5 recovery/transition homes in the community. Twelve
mentors currently serve the drug court. Mentors are volunteer community
members with backgrounds similar to that of the panel, although there currently are
no recovering people on the mentor team.

The local treatment agency provides two therapy groups, led primarily by the
TASC Officer, that are available to drug court clients: a Drug Court Aftercare
group and a Criminal Conduct Outpatient Group. The Drug Court Aftercare group
is solely for Cerro Gordo Community Drug Court clients, and consists of bi-weekly
group sessions and individual sessions on alternate weeks. Clients enter this
group after completing primary substance abuse treatment and are asked to make
a 3-month commitment after drug court program completion. Most drug court
clients attend this group. Clients for whom this group is not appropriate or have
other needs participate in a different form of continuing care, which may include
individual counseling sessions and/or group sessions designed to address specific
issues such as sexual abuse. The Criminal Conduct Outpatient Group is offered to
all drug court and regular probation clients, and lasts 6 months. Participation in
this group is not a standard requirement of the drug court program.

Needs and Strengths

Drug court team members reported a variety of issues and needs for this program,
but most are based on the need for additional resources. There are more
offenders who may benefit from this program than there are resources to serve.
Heavy caseloads hinder the team’s ability to effectively treat each individual.
Courts periodically order inappropriate offenders into the program who divert staff
time and energy away from clients who are motivated to change. The judge
believes more frequent drug and alcohol testing may help clients stay clean. Panel
volunteers and judges could benefit from additional training on addiction and the
effects of drugs like methamphetamine on the user. Additionally, panelists may
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benefit from further training on criminal thinking. Increasing capacity to treat
juvenile offenders may ultimately reduce adult court caseloads and mitigate other
life problems for those youth when they become adults.

One of the greatest strengths of this program is the drug court team. The drug
court officer, panelists, treatment liaison and mentoring coordinator are dedicated
individuals who offer a variety of perspectives but work collaboratively to serve the
best interests of the client and the community. The judge, while less actively
involved, also demonstrates this dedication. Another strength of this drug court
program is the close collaborative relationship of the court to the local treatment
agency, facilitated by the treatment liaison.

Marshall County Drug Court
Date of Inception
October, 2000

Planning Process

Juvenile Court

Juvenile and adult courts conducted parallel planning processes after Governor
Tom Vilsack initiated an expansion of drug courts in lowa. The juvenile court office
contracted with a consultant, Kevin Duncan, who researched drug courts and
organized a planning committee. Sioux City’s DC model was reviewed. They
realized they would not have sufficient demand to justify a juvenile drug court, so
they worked with the adult drug court planning committee to develop a joint court.
Juvenile and adult court staff screened and trained panel members; the same
panel members and same oversight committee are used for juvenile and adult drug
courts.

Adult Court

A planning committee convened in 1999, with representatives from the Department
of Corrections and Public Defender’s offices, judges, substance abuse treatment
providers, the Chamber of Commerce president and other community
stakeholders. An unsuccessful attempt was made to engage mental health
providers. The planning committee met for more than one year and visited the
Woodbury County Drug Court to observe its model. Grant funding was insufficient
to support a judge model, so a panel model similar to that of Woodbury County
was chosen.

Funding Sources

Juvenile Court

The Governor’s Office of Drug Control Policy and the Criminal and Juvenile Justice
Planning Division (CJJP) of the lowa Department of Human Rights provided grant
funds for the planning consultant’s time (approximately ten hours/week) and for
planning committee members to attend national drug court trainings. The
Decategorization (Decat) Board provided matching funds. The Decat board
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currently allocates Juvenile Accountability Block Grant funds from CJJP to cover
one full-time drug court officer position. Supplemental funds from Decat and the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s Enforcing Underage
Drinking Laws program support drug court activities such as urinalysis testing.

Adult Court

Initial funding for the Cerro Gordo County and Marshall County Drug Courts came
to the state through a federal Byrne grant appropriated through the state legislature
in 2000. The legislature withdrew the appropriation in 2001. Both courts then
received a four-year grant through the lowa Office of Drug Control Policy that ran
through June, 2005. The drug courts then became part of the 2" Judicial District
budget through Healthy lowa tobacco settlement money. This funding pays for a
Drug Court Officer/Coordinator and a treatment contract in both counties.

Regular court general funds may supplement drug court activities, such as when
the number of urinalysis tests exceeds the budgeted amount. Panel members
volunteer their time. SATUCI provides in-kind services for production of panel
training materials, including folders of information on substance abuse and
SATUCI’s services, and conducting panel training sessions.

Catchment Area
Marshall County, lowa

Staff Composition

Juvenile Court

One Juvenile Court Officer is the sole full-time staff person paid with drug court
funds. Other members of the drug court team include the Juvenile Court
Supervisor, the treatment agency’s Director of Professional Services, panel
volunteers, and Judge Victor Lathrop. Judge Lathrop spends approximately three
hours per month on drug court cases.

Adult Court

One half-time Adult Court Officer is paid on drug court funds. Other team
members include one Adult Probation Supervisor, the treatment agency’s Director
of Professional Services, panel volunteers, and Judge Carl Baker. Judge Baker
initially spent one hour or more per week on drug court cases, but now averages
one hour per month, including graduations.

Panel Composition

Eight panels of three to five members each serve this drug court. One of the
Marshall County Drug Court panels received the Governor's Award for
Volunteerism. The Department of Corrections submitted the nomination. Panel
recruiting initially targeted non-social service related people to lend a true
community perspective, and recovering people. The program supervisor
endeavored to blend people with diverse perspectives into each panel, and to help
them understand each other’s perspectives and reach consensus. There are
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currently several social service people on the panels, due in part to limited time for
recruiting other community members.

Average Caseload

Juvenile Court

The juvenile drug court caseload averages ten clients. Clients in Phase 1 meet
with the drug court officer an average of three to four times a week. Those in
Phase 2 generally meet with the drug court officer two to three times a week, and
those in Phase 3 meet with him one to two times a week.

Adult Court

The adult drug court caseload averaged ten clients. Drug court clients constitute
only half of the drug court officer’'s (DCQO) caseload. The DCO generally meets
with drug court clients on a weekly basis for at least the first six months, then sees
clients a minimum of every two weeks regardless of program phase.

Target Population

Juvenile Court

The juvenile program targets youth up to age 18 who have a legal charge, not
necessarily substance-related and those who have substance abuse problems with
an increased need for supervision. Most are 16 and 17 years old, although the
court has accepted some middle-school age youth. There are no strict limitations
on who is accepted into the program rather, decisions are based upon the
individual’s circumstances an